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Th c Office Action mailed December 8. 2009 has been reviewed and carefully coiisidered. 
Mo new matter has been Added. 

By this amendment, Claims 16 and 28 have been amended, and Claims 17 and U have 
been cancelled without prejudice. Claims 1-16. 18-35. and 37-38 axe pending. 

Claims 1, 3~S, 11-) 7, 22-29, 33, 35. and 37-38 stand rejected under 35 US.C. 102(b) as 
bcinjj anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6\6?7.97* to Westfield et a), (hereinafter ♦WeMflelcT). 
Claims 2, <S-10. 1B-2), 30-32, 34, and 36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Westfield In view of U.S. Patent No. 5,61 7,1 35 to Noda et al. (hereinafter 
"Noda"). 

H U to be noted mat Claims 1 f 1 6. 25, and 28 are the pendin B independent claims in the 

case. 

It Is respectfully asserted that none of the Cited references, either taken singly or in 
combination, teach or suggest "a messaging system for managing display and transport 
characteristics in accordance with individual display requirements", as recited in Claim I. 

Moreover, it is respectfully asserted that ixmo of the cited references, either taken singly or 
in combination, teach or suggest "a messaging system for managing display and transport 
characteristics of videoxonferene* content in accordance with individual display requirements", as 
recited in Claim 25. 

Against the preceding limitations of Claims 1 and 25, the Examiner has cited column 6, 
lines 23-27 of Westfield as disclosing the same, reasoning "using separate session data for each 
data, packets are sent according to higher or lower resolutions". The Applicants respectfully 
~~ disagree wfth the Examiner's reading oFWestficld- 

For example, column 6, lines 1 7-27 of Westfield (inclusive of cited linos 23-27. and 
provided to show the context of the disclosure of the cited lines) disclose the following in their 
entirety (emphasis added with respect to context); 

FIG. HA is ■ process flow diagram of meaning dmtajaohe 
client . Preferably an application running at the client performs the steps shown In 
PIG. 8A. At b step 810, the oliont receives video data served by the server 5610 In 
a preferred embodiment. If the data is low resolution data, the data is displayed at 
a step 820. If the data is hfgh resolution data, the high resolution data is displayed 
at a step 830. Whether the dam is high resolution or low resolution con be 
established by .any known method, for example, putting a special header Into the 
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data section of each packet or by using a separate network session for each set of 



Thuz, the cited portion of Westfield describes wo methods tor determining whether the 
data Is hieh resolution or low resolution, namely (1) by putting a special header into the data 
section of each packet or (2) by using a separate network session for each data session. While the 
Examiner has iecmcd to rely upon the second method, both will be addressed by this response. 

However, before addressing the two methods, ft is respectfully pointed out that the context 
of me above cited portion of Westfield clearly relates to the receipt of data *t a client. 

Regarding the first method, namely putting a special header into the data section of each 
packet, cloarty a "special header'* or any information Included therein cannot be considered to rise 
to a system, let alone a "messaging system", let alone a "messaging system for managing display 
and transport characteristics in accordance with individual display requirements" as recited in 
Claims land 25, 

Regarding the second method, namely using a separate network session tor each data 
session, clearly the USE OP separate network sessions for each data* session does not rise to a 
system, let alone a "messaging system for managing display and transport characteristics in 
accordance with individual display requirements" as recited in Claims V and 25. 

Nonetheless, assuming arguendo thai a special header (method 1) or the simple use of 
separate network sessions for each set of data (method 2) could somehow (although clearly 
unreasonably) be considered to be a messaging system, such special header or use of separate 
network sessions is explicitly described in Westfield for the purpose of determining ''whether the 
data Is high resolution dam or low resolution data" 1 and, since such nurco«f cfrarly disclosed in 
the context of the client re£gjxg)g data, such special header can gjjjy rcjaig to dMpW and not Iff 
transport cteractaristtes (as expiicitry recited in Claims i and 25), as the data has already been 
transported (received) and any information derived with respect thereto (i.e., with respect to 
transport) would bo completely moot in any and all cases. 

Hence, it fa respectfully asserted that Westfield does not teach or suggest the preceding 
reproduced limitations of Claims 1 and 25. Moreover, while only Westfield was cited against 
Claims 1 and 25, it is nonetheless asserted that the remaining reference does not cure the 
deficiencies of Westfield, and is silent with respect to the preceding reproduced limitations of 
Claims 1 and 25, 

Independent Claims 16 and 28 will now be addressed. 

K is respectfully asserted that none of the cited references, either taken singly or in 
combination, teach or suggest "wherein said video play back device is adapted such mat active 
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participants In a videoconference session transmit video data au at least one of, a higher resolution 
♦ and a higher frame rate that passive participants in the videooonforence aeMion". as now recited in 
amended Claim 16. 

Moreover, it is respectfully asserted that none of the cited references, either taken singly or 
in combination, teach or suggest "providing active participants in the video conference session an 
ability to encode and transmit content at, ait least one of, a higher resolution and a higher frame rate 
than passive participants in the vidcoconfercnce session**, as now recited in amended Claim 28. 

It is to be noted that Claim 16" has been amended to now include the limitations of Claim 
17, while Claim 28 has been amended to now essentially include the limitations of Claim 17 and 
36. Hence, support for these amendments may be found at least in these (Claims 17 and 36) of the 
originally riled application* as well aa the corresponding portions of the disclosure describing the 
same<aco, e.g-, Applicants' specification, p. 47. lines 7-13, and p. 49, lines 5-8). 

The Examiner has cited column 6, lines 50-57 and figure 9 of WestfioW as disclosing the 
dame, reasoning "a client using an interrupt becomes a participant by sending data from a new 
attention window to a server". The Applicants respectfully disagree ^Ith Che Examiner's reading 
ofWestfietd. 

Column 6, lines 50-57 of Westfield disclose the following: 

FIG. 10 is a process flow diagram of changing the attention 
window at the server fox a client. The client can bo any of the ctients of the 
teleconference. At a step 1 01 0 the server receives new attention window 
information from a client. At a step 1020. the server updates the attention window 
parameters for the oJ tent* In a preferred embodiment the attention window can 
refer to either the low-resolution image of the currently displayed high resolution 
image. 

Now, having reproducing the cited portion of Weatfield. the context of the same, 
particularly of the mentioned attention window, will now be provided. For example, as disclosed 
in the Abstract of Wastfield: " Low resolution and high resolution of a videocontorenco event are 
obtained, preferably by using two cameras at the event. A whole eye view la sent to client at low 
resolution. A user at the client can select one or more areas of interest to him ('attention 
windows 

Hence, in a broader view<i.e., "whole eye view**) already displayed to the user, a user may 
select an area of interest (Lb., an attention window). Hence, the attention window has nothing to 
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do with whether a participant is active or passive, but rather is wholly directed to an area in the 
broader image to which the user has an (further) interest in. 

Henoe* it is respectfully asserted that Westfield does not teach or suggest the preceding 
reproduced HtnitatUma of Claims 1 6 and IB. Moreover, the remaining referenco does noi cure the 
deficiencies of Westfield, end is silent with respect to the preceding reproduced limitations of 
Claims Id and 2ft, 

U A claim is anticipated only If each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior an reference." MPE? §213), citing 
Verdegaai Bros, v. UnionOtiCo. of California, 814F.2d628, 631,2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. 
Cir. 19*7), 

The failure of an asserted combination to teach or suggest each and every feature of a 
claim remains fatal to an obviousness rejection under 35 U.&.C § 103/ Section 2143.03 Of the 
MTOP requires the "consideration" of every claim feature in an obviousness determination, To 
render a claim unpatentable, however, the Office must do more then merely "consider" each and 
every feature for this claim. Instead, the asserted combination of the patents must also teach or 
suggest each and every claim feature. See In re Raykn, 490 F.2d 98 1 , 1 80 US7Q 580 (CCPA 
. 1974) (emphasis added) (to establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim 
features must be taught or suggested hy the prior art). Indeed, as the Board of Patent Appeal and 
. Interferences has recently confirmed; a proper obviousness determination requires that an 
Examiner maKe "a searching comparison of the claimed invention - including alt fcs limitations - 
with the teaching of the prior art," See In re Wada and Aforpfry, Appeal 2007-3733, ctitngJnr* 
Ochiai, 71 F.3d 1565, 1572 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (emphasis in original). 

Accordingly, Claims 1,16, 25, and 28 axe patentably distinct and nonobvious over the 
cited reference for at least the reasons set forth aoove. 

**lf an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103 P then any claim depending 
therefrom is nonobvious" (MPEP §2143.03, citing In re Fine. 837 F^d I07l r 5 USPQ2d 1596 
(Fed. Cir. 1988)). 

Claims 2-1 5 depend from Claim I and, thus, includes all the elements of Claim I, Claims 
17*24 depend from Claim 16 or a claim which Hsclfls dependent from Claim 16 and, thus, include 
all the limitations of Claim 16. Claims 26-27 depend from Claim 25 and. thus, includes all the 
elements of Claim 25. Claims 29-38 depend from Claim 28 or a claim which Itself is dependent 
from Claim 28 and, thus, include all the limitations of Claim 28. Accordingly* Claims 2-1 5, 1 7-24, 
26-27* and 29-38 are patentably distinct and non-obvious over tbe cited references for at least the 
reasons set forth above with respect to independent Claims 1 , 16, 25, and 28, respectively. 

Moreover, said dependent claims include patentable subject matter m and of themselves 



PAGE MM 1 RCVD AT 2rtfl2010 1:0037 PM [Eastern Standard Tim*] • S^JSPTWFXRF-MI 1 DWR273J30O * CSIM09 734 DURATION Jnnw$J:0M2 



PAGE 13/15* RCVD AT 41112010 2:54:32 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] • SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/40 * DNIS:2738300 • CSID:609 734 6888 ' DURATION (mm-ss):02-36 



RP-R 01 2010 14:56 FR THOMSON LICENSING 609 734 6888 TO 915712738300 P. 14 



FEB'.IV 2010 13:0] FR THOMSON LICENSING 609 ?34 BQ89 TO 9157*2730300 P, ] J 

Scr. No. 10/498,636 PUO20ft*6 

CUSTOMER NO. 24498 

Am<ft dated Fobruary 17, 2010 

Reply so Office action of December 9, 2009 

and are, thus, patentable distinct And non-obvious over the cited references in their own right. For 
example, none of the cited references teach or suggest "wherein the messaging system includes an 
ability to at least one of transmit and receive a message that indicates a change from one of an 
active participant to a passive participant and from the passive participant to the active participant 
with respect to a current videoconference session" as recited in Claim 3. Moreover, none of the 
cited references teach or suggest "wherein the messaging system includes an ability to at least one 
of transmit and receive a message that indicates a change from one of an active participant to a 
passive participant and from a passive participant to so active participant with respect to a current 
videoconference session", as recited m Claim 26. Further, none of the cited references teach or 
suggest "wherein said stop of providing the ability to manage display and transport characteristics 
comprises the step of providing a capability to at least one of transmit and receive a message that 
indicates a change from one of an active participant to a passive participant and from the passive 
participant to the active participant with respect CO the videoconference session", as recited in 
Claim 35. , 

The Examiner has cited column 6, lines 50-57 of Westfield as disclosing the preceding 
reproduced limitations of Claims 3, 26, and 35, reasoning "any of the clients of the teleconference 
can have the attention window and sends to the. server new. information coming from the attention 
window 7 *. The Applicants respectfully disagree wim tho Examiner's reding of WestficW, 

For oxamplo, as argued above with respect to Claims -.1 6 and 1$ (see above argument for 
completeness) since the same portion of Wesrfield is also cited mere against, the attention window 
has noihing to do with whether a participant is active or passive, but rather is wholly directed to an 
area in the broader image ("whole eye view 11 ) to which the user has an (further) interest in- 

Hence, it is respectrulry asserted that Westfleld docs not teach or suggest the preceding 
reproduced limitations of Claims 3, 26, and 35. Moreover, the remaining reference does not cure 
the deficiencies of Westfleld. and Is silent with respect to the preceding reproduced limitations of 
Claims 3, 26, and 35. 

la view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully request thai the rejection of the claims set 
forth in the Office Action of December ft, 2009, be withdrawn, that pending claims 1-16. 18-35, 
and 37-38 be allowed, and mat the case proceed to early issuance of Letters Patent in due course. 
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No foe is believed due with regard to the filing of this amendment However, ff g fee Is due, please 
charge Deposit Account No. 07-0832. 



Respectfully submitted, 

John William Richardson, et a). 



By, 



>, rtftJe> Attorney 



Patent Operations Jeffrey X>, Male, Attorney for Applicants 

Thomson Licensing LLC Registration No.: 40.012 

P.O. Box 5312 
Princeton, NJ 08543-5312 

Date; February 17,2010 
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